The world-wide importance of bunt, or stinking smut, as a factor influencing wheat production, its great antiquity as a cereal disease, and the vast amount of published matter relating to it, much of it not generally accessible, are facts seeming to justify the publication of this bulletin.
In the preparation of the subject matter it has been considered advantageous to present the data in the following historical periods:
(1) The pre-Tillet period '500 B. C. to 1755 A. D). ( 2) The Tillet-to-Kiilm period (1755-1870). (3) The Kiihn or modern period (1870 to date).
The first of these periods is characterized by the almost complete absence of information based on an experimental investigation of the problem and by the preponderance of inferences and conclusions derived through hearsay and speculation. The second, or Tillet- He seems to have had some idea that the disease was infective, as he recommends changing seed and suggests that results obtained by sowing the salvaged wheat might have been due to the fact that the wheat came from a locality where there was no smut.
Abbe" Pluche (309) applies the term "smut" to what is unquestionably rust.
This disease he attributes to the burning effect of the sun's rays which are concentrated by the small drops of dew or rain.
Bunt, which he describes as a "black meal," results, he believes, from a failure of fertilization of the ovaries of the affected heads.
C. F. Meyer (269) believes "bunt dust" to be infective and thinks it acts by producing a fermentation of the sap. He advises treating with lime.
Aucante (27) (1) sowing well-ripened and well-dried seed; (2) treating with a mixture of salt, saltpeter, lime, and wood ashes; and (3) in the long months sowdng in the forenoon, in the short months in the afternoon.
THE TILLET-TO-Kt)HN PERIOD.
In 1755, Abbe" Tillet (370) proved by experiment the infective character of the bunt dust, thus establishing the first real step toward the discovery of the true cause of bunt. Tillet Comments pro and con regarding his conclusions furnished a large part of the literature on the subject from 1760 to 1800. Tillet However, he rejected the theory that rusts were related to the smuts.
Schreber ($89) undertook to refute Tillet's 
conclusions in toto.
He denied that bunt was infectious, basing his conclusion on the fact that a clean crop could sometimes be produced from smutty seed. He argued that bunt was due to a disordered sap produced by atmospheric conditions. He agreed with Tillet that rust was in no way related to the smuts. Even at this date there were persons who held the opposite view.
In 1763 Benevenuti (^2) asserted that smut or bunt was an advanced stage of rust, or at least resulted from it, and that rust was caused by concentration of the sun's rays on drops of dew or rain water.
In marked contrast to Schreber's article is one by J. L. Sturler (359) , who strongly supported Tillet. After presenting evidence of the infective nature of the disease he proceeds to a somewhat vigorous expression of his opinion of such farmers as refuse to treat their seed.
Referring to the evidence he had presented, he says: (379, 380, 381) , Meyen (268) , and ¥r\e< (126).
In so far as bunt and other covered smuts were concerned, the controversy ended with the work of Kiihn (220, 223), and Wolff (398) , who demonstrated the entrance of the mycelium at the root node or between it and the point of the leaf sheath. The work of Maddox (255, 256) Jensen [184) From this source would disappear in a short time after applying the manure.
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